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The appellants have received and considered Ihc Examiner's Answer (dated 
February 17, 2006) to ihe Appeal Brief filed by the appellants on December 15, 2005. 

Grounds of Reiectioit to be Reviewed on Apnea! 

The rejection of annealed claims 1-20 under the provision s of 35 U>S.C S102{b> tt.s heme 
anticinated via over Schell et oL f Patent No. 6,058.0811 

The Examiocr*s Answer on page 3 through the top of page 9 contains the 
same arguments as presented in the Final OfRce Action mailed May 12, 2005. These 
arguments have been addressed in the Appeal Brief filed December 1 5, 2005 by the 
appellants. Therefore, this Reply Brief will address the arguments that are presented by 
examiner in the Response to Arguments section, beginning on page 12. 

The Response to Arguments section of the iixamincr*s Answer begins 
with a statement thai tlic language "a magnetic structure that extends entirely across the 
coil system . , . ijs not the claimed language." The appellants point out that this assertion 
made by the examiner is incorrect. For example, appealed claim 1 defines "a magnetic 
system which is arranged in a fixed position with respect to the stationary part, 
characterized in diat the magnetic system^ viewed parallel to an X-direction extending 
perpendicularly to die optical axis, is arranged m its entirety next to and outside the coil 
system'*. The ^pellante, respectfliUy, point out that the X-direclion is defined by 
appealed claim 1 as being perpendicular to the optical axis. The X-direction is clearly 
and consistently illustrated in Figures 3 A, 3B, 4, 5A, 5B, 5C and 6 of the drawings as 
originally submitted with the present appUcation lor invention. Therefore, the assertions 
by the examiner that "a magnetic siruclurc that extrads enthrely across the coil system . - . 
is not the claimed language/* is clearly in error. 

Appealed claim 9 defines "ih« magnetic system, viewed parallel to an X-dircction 
extending perpendicularly to the optical axis, is arranged in its entirety next to and outside die 
coil system." 
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Appealed claim 16 defines ^'the magnetic system, viewed pamllel to an X- 
direction extending perpendicularly to the optical axis, is ananged in its entirety next to and 
outside the coil sysiem," 

Appealed claims 1 , 9 and 16 are the only independent claims contained in the 
present application for invention. Therefore, ail the appealed claims define the subject matter 
'the magnetic system, viewed parallel to an X-^direction extending perpendicularly to the optical 
axis, is arranged in its entirety next to and outside the coil systcn^." 

The First Interpretation beginning on page 12 of the Examiner's Answer should 
be given no weight for Ihc following reasons. The First Interpretation argues that that the first 
and second pari of the magnetic system oiSchell et al extent entirely across the pair of coi l 
portions of the coil system in the 2 direction. The appellants, respectfully, assert that this is not 
whai is defined by the appealed claims. The appealed claims dcfmc "the magnetic system, 
viewed parallel to an X-direction extending perpendicularly to the optical axis, is arranged in its 
entirety next to and outside the coil system/' Tlte Z-dircction oiSvhell cl al is not 
perpendicularly to the optical awis but is in fact parallel to the optical axis. 

The Second Interpretation beginning on page 13 oFthe nxaminer*s 
Answer should be given no weight for the following reasons. The examiner has made a 
statement that is again clearly not true. That examiner states that that the pair of portions 
in Figure 26 of Scheli et al are within the length of the magnetic clcmen<£ 2-22 and 2-24. 
A cursory look at Figure 26 of Scheli et al supplied in the Examiner's Answer clearly 
shows that this is not true. The magnetic elements 2-^22 and 2-24 do not extent entirely 
acn)si> the pair of portion 248 and 2-20 of the coil system illastrated in Figure 26 of 
Scheli etal. 

For the above stated reasons, the rejections of appealed claims 1-20 is clearly in 

error. 
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Conclusiog 



In summary, the cxaminer^s rejections of the claims are believed U) be in error f 
the reasons explained above. The rejections of each of claims 1*20 should be reversed. 

The Commissioner is hereby autVumzed to charge any fees associated with Ihc 
filing of this Reply Brief, incliiding e?ctcnsion fees, to Account No, 50-3745, arid to credit any 
overpayments lo the same account. 




Respectfully submitted. 



Attorney for Appellants 
Registration No. 34,374 



Telephone: 585-381-9983 
Facsimile: 585-381-9983 
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